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IN THE DRAWING: 

Please replace the drawings with the attached substitute replacement drawing sheets. 
The drawings have been amended for correct formal matters. 
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REMARKS 

This is intended as a full and complete response to the Office Action dated June 
27, 2005, having a shortened statutory period for response set to expire on September 
27, 2005. Please reconsider the claims pending in the application for reasons 
discussed herein. 

Claims 2, 4-8, 11, 13-26, 29-30, and 33-35 remain pending in the application 
after entry of this response. Claims 1, 3, 9-10, 12, 27-28, 31-32, and 36-37 have been 
cancelled. 

The specification has been amended to correct matters of form. In paragraph 
[0027], connection means "38" has been replaced with connection means "18." A 
corresponding change has been made to Figure IB. Additionally, the cable "80" has 
been added to Figure 1 A. 

35 U.S.C. § 102 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Head (U.S. 
6,234,247). 

Claim 1 has bee cancelled. 

Claims 1-3, 5, 7, 9-10, 13-15, 19-22, 24-27, 29-30, and 32-37 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Malone (U.S. 6,341,652). 

Malone discloses a backflow prevention device for a tube for protecting electrical 
lines. As shown in Figures 1 and 8-9, the electrical line 30 is disposed exterior to the 
production tubing 20. Malone does not teach, show, or suggest a subsurface valve for 
regulating fluid flow through the tubular, the subsurface valve having a bore in fluid 
communication with the tubular and a portion of the connection member is disposed in 
the bore and the valve integrity is maintained, as recited in claim 2 and claims 
depending therefrom. 
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Malone also does not teach, show, or suggest installing a valve in the production 
tubing, wherein the valve is adapted to open or close fluid communication through the 
production tubing and providing a connection member in the production tubing, as 
recited in claim 20 and claims depending therefrom. 

Further, Malone does not teach, show, or suggest locating a vavie In the tubular 
upstream from the downhole tool, the valve adapted to block fluid communication in the 
tubular and installing a connection member in the interior of the tubular, as recited in 
claim 33 and claims depending therefrom. 

Withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

Claim 31 Is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Bayh, III 
(U.S. 4,749,341). 

Claim 31 has been cancelled. 

35 U.S.C. § 103 

Claims 4, 8, and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Malone In view of Vinzant (U.S. 4,461 ,353). 

Claims 4, 8, and 18 depend from claim 2. As discussed above. Applicant 
believes claim 2 is in condition for allowance. Therefore, Applicant also believes claims 
4, 8, and 18 are in condition for allowance. 

Claims 6, 11-12, and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Malone in view of Bayh, III. 

Claims 6 and 11-12 depend from claim 2, and claim 28 depends from claim 20. 
As discussed above, Applicant believes claims 2 and 20 are in condition for allowance. 
Therefore, Applicant also believes claims 6, 11-12, and 28 are in condition for 
allowance. 
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Claims 16-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Malone ln view of Beauquin (U.S. 6,250,384). 

Claims 16-17 depend from claim 2. As discussed above, Applicant believes 
claim 2 is in condition for allowance. Therefore, Applicant also believes claims 16-17 
are in condition for allowance. 

Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Malone in view of Crow (U.S. 5,823,265). 

Claim 23 depends from claim 20. As discussed above. Applicant believes claim 
20 is in condition for allowance. Therefore, Applicant also believes claim 23 is in 
condition for allowance. 



In conclusion, the references cited by the Examiner, alone or in combination, do 
not teach, show, or suggest the invention as claimed. 

Having addressed all issues set out in the office action, Applicant respectfully 
submits that the claims are in condition for allowance and respectfully requests that the 
claims be allowed. 



Conclusion 



Respectfully submitted. 
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